
fCC is to he commended for getting the DTV allotment "ball" ralline

Subsequent to publication of the FCC's sixlh FNPR.c\1, it is apparent from imiui:ilry reaction
that there are differences in opinion concerning the planning factors and the proposed means to
replicate existing service. With different planning factors, the proposed DTV allotment table will
very likely change. It i~ imperative for the rlanning factors to be finalized in order to optimize the
DTV allotment process. The foHowing dLR comments are based on what has been proposed in the
FCC's sixth FNPRM and infonnation l.ivotilalJle at this time concerning DTV operv.tions, with the
foreknowledge that things will likely change,

It is this finn's opinion th;\t it fuJI accommodation and replication ofexisting NTSC service
is the real goal for DTV, then all stations should return to Iheir present NTSC channels for the tinal
OTV opm-eWun~ Retwlling to the c.urrent channel lathe best meun$ of insuring present coverase.
It will involve less power, be more spectrum efficient, cause less interference, have less impact on
LPTV service, and still pennit the possible recapture ofspectrum. tor other uses.

NTSC power is peak power, whereas, DTV power is average power. A "nlle-of-thwnb" for
comparison is overuse power is about 25% ofpeak power. As is evid~r nom a review of the
FCC's proposed OTV allotment table, in-band DTV allotmCllts have significantly lower power than
the NTSC counterpart. In other words, ita station tuas ils NTSC operation on a UHF channclmd jt

is assigned a DTV UHF channel the DTV ERP is substantially less than the NTSC ERP. For
example, the average NTSC ERP for all UHF stations which received a UHF DTV allotment 15

2510 kW (34 dBk). The lIIverage UHF DTV RRP for tha~ stations is 158.6 kW (22 dBk). or about
one sixteenth the power (1'2 dB less).

For another in-band example from the FCC's proposed allotment table we looked at the
NTSC operations on hilh VHF channels (7-13), whIch were allotted high VHf' DTV channels.
The average NTSC hip VHF ERP is 244.4 kW (23.9 dBk) and the average DTV ERP is 5.7 kW
(7.6 dBk) for these allotments.

However. out-of-band allotments involving NTSC VHF going to DTV UHF. encounter
significantly .higher power. l11is power inerease rcsulti ftom the KtLc:mpt to replicate vnr
coverage. For instance, there are 270 low VHF NTSC assignments in the FCC's proposed DTV
allotment table. The average NTSC ERP for these Ulignmenm is 87.4 kilowatts (kW). The
av.-ap anmma HAAT ill 433 meters (1420 feet). The FCr. allottai h;ah VHF DTV channels to 6
of these assignments, and UHF DTV channels to the remainder. The average DTV ERP for the
264 UHF allotments is 3'21 kW.

There are 376 high VHF NTSC assigrunents in the FCC's proposed UTV aUobnent table.
The average NTSC F.RP for the.~ assienmcnts is 266 kW. and the average antenna HAAT is 433
meters (1420 feet). The FCC allotted low VHF DlV channels to 4 ofthcse assipm.ents. high VHF
OTV c.hannels to S7 oftho assignments. and UHF DTV channels to the remainder. For the 315
UHF DTV channels. the average BRP is 1715 kW.

The average TV station going from a low VHF channel to a UHF DTV channel will require
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its ERP to be illcrcased from 87.4 kW (peak) to 3521 kW (av,rage) in order to replir.:llP. lhl": present
coverage. The high VHF station going to a UHf DTY channel wilt require its ERP to be increased
from 266 kW (peak) to 1715 kW (average) in order to replicate the presem cuvcr"gc.

From the above, it is evident that staying in-band will require less power. Going from a
VHf ch&n11cl to a UHF chtmnel will require substantially more power tn Mtem"t to replicate
existing service, A low VHF TV station will typically use a transmitter with a peak power rating of
20 to 25 kW for its current NTSC operation. Tn order 1.0 r~plil,:ate its current service on a UHF DTV
channel, this station will be required to employ a transmitter having a peak power rating ofat least
5S0 kW. This is more than 20 times the station's current transmitter power ratmg.

In addition to the large transmitter expense, there will be significant costs for the waveguide
and antenna sysU=m2t Lv h'l,udle these large power levels. Furthcnnore, the operatina COl" for the
proposed DTV facilities to replicate the current coverage will be substantially more than for the
current NTSC operations.

If the stations remain on their current VHF channels for the fmal DTV operations after the
transition, the power levels are much leas. The average NTSC facilities noted above for the
existing low VHF TV stations is an ERP of 87.4 kW (peak), and an antenna HAAT of433 meters.
The DTV ERP required to replicate the low VHF predicted NTSC Or~ B L:UlltOUl with the noise
limited 26.8 dBu f(SO,90) contour is approximately 6.S kW.

The avcrase NTSC facilities noted ahove for the existin,a hiih VHF TV stations is an ERP
of266 kW (peak) and an antenna HAAT of433 meters. The DTV ERP required to replicate the
high VHf predicted NTSC Groidc B contour with the noise limited 31.8 dBu f(SO,90) contour is
approximately S.S kW.

Not only ~rl!'! the rower levels lesa for the final DTV operations bema on the present
channels, the present transmission line and antenna systems can be employed for the DTV
uperation. Th~ only modific:ation required will be to the transmitter ')'Item to reflect DN inste<td
ofNTSC operation. In many cases it will be possible to modify the present transmitter.

It is the opinion ofthis finn that moat, ifnot all, VHF broadcasters wish to remain on their
current VHF channels for the .final DTV operation. Althou&b concerned about the impact ofnoise
on low VHF OTV service, virhWly all oCthe low VHF TV hmad.castcn communieatine with this
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finn have expressed the desire to remain on their current channel in lieu ofbeing faced with the
staagering cost of attempting to replicate existing service in the UHF band,
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It IS not practical to t:r)I and replicate superior VHF propajation characteristics with brute
force UHF power. Based on the information available at this nme, dLK believes the best way to
tully accommodate and replicate $'III exi!lt1n2 TV service is to use the existing charmeJ. The final
DTV operation on the current NTSC channel wilJ be at significantly Jess power than the current
NTSC operation, resulting 111 luwel opcratina costs. With less pow.... there will be- lea interference
on the channels, providing opportunities for improvement in service, or the addition of new or
relocated stations. This method will also enable accommodation for currently ineligible
a.csignments, plus the
potential recovery of
vacant non-\,;ummercial
(and commercial) TV
allotments. Overall, it
seems to make the most
smsc for each station to
remain on the present
channel for the final DTV
operation.

The obvious
q&:ustions are how to
accommodate the
ttansition from NTSC to
DTV. and how to permit
the FCC to recapture
spectrum.

It is suggested
that each station be ""1 • GIWIIt II

assigned a second channel for U"IV use during the tTansition period, ~imiw to what has been
proposed by the FCC in this proceeding. It is recommended that each station return to its current
charmel for the final DTV operation and ultimate DTV replication ofits present NTSC coveraje.
For tho lraDsilion, it is proposed that each itation be authorized tranRlTlittiq facilities for the
proposed DTV channel based on replication ofthe station's current NTSC Grade A contour. The
set'Vice within thia NTSC contour is considered l.o ~PR:~ut the "heart" ofeach ,tation's covernglt.
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using the FCC's
TV database. the extent
of the predicted Grade A
and Grade B contours
were calculated for all
licensed full service TV
stations in the United
States. The nomiIULl
ERP and antenna HAAT
were used to dctennine
the extent ofthe
contoW's. Figure 1
ShoW5 the composite of

,.., all the licensed Grade B
~:'l..

~.~,\;"!,~. contours, and Figure 2
.-~ ttl"', shows the coJnl')Osite of

. . 'C~ all the Grade A contours.
The population (1990

~---..lojo--...,,-....' ~, Cemus) was estimated
. WIthin the composite for

FiIUf'e 2· ConIooI- uceftlld TV GrDI A each wade of service.
Consideration was only iPven to the continental US, Alaska and Hawaii. Puerto Rico, the US
ViTiin Islands, Quam, and other US territories were not i4cluded. The following is a 9\UDJJ1DJy.

TABLE l-dTlMATED U.S. POPULATION WITHIN TV COVERAGE RlGtONS

tteglOfl POP'*Uun Pe"*'taoe of Total

Total US 248,109,873 100%

CompOSite Grade B 248,e30,215 99.1%

Composite Grade A 236,488.230 96.1~

Approximately 99010 ofthe US population receives a Grade B signal, and 9S% o(the population
receives a Grade A signal. If the interim DTV operations are baaed on replication oCthe stations
NTSC Grade A setVice. then 95% ofthe US population would receive DTV service for the
transition.

This soema to be a very reasonable approach for the tr'aIUition period. Once sufficient OTV
sets arc in the pUblic's hands, and TV set convertc:nl Wli rwalily available: (both NTSC·to-DlV•and
DTV-to-NTSC), then the stations will convert the cumnt NTSC channels for DTV use. The DTV
loaner channel can then be returned.

As noted above, the average NTSC ERP and antenna HAAT for the 270 low VHF
WllSi&lunCllts iiS 87.4 kW and 43J metcn. For these transmitting !acUities, the predicted Gnde A
(68 dBu) contour extends approximately 61.3 kilometers. To replicate the low VHF NTSC
f{SO,50) Urade A contour with the DTV noise limited t{'O,90) 43.8 dBu cunlc.rur requlIes a DTV
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ERP ofonly 2.5 kW in the UHF band. This is sUbstalltially less than the 3521 kW required 10
replicate the existin9; NTSC Grade B service area

The Qverage NTSC ERP alld ant~.nna HAAT for the 376 hiah VHF assignments is 266 kW
and 433 metm. The predicted Grade A (7) dBu) contour for these transmitting facilities extends
apprOl(lmately 71.8 kilometers. To reptic,"~ the high VIrr NTSC ftSO.50) Grade A contour with
the UHF DrV noise limited £(50,90) 43.8 dBu contour requires a DTV ERP ofonly 14 kW in the
UHF band, This power is significantly less than the 1715 kW requued to replicate the existing
NTSC Grade B coverage area.

Under tht= abuve j.JIOCedure, it is obvious that much lower power is possible for the

conunencement and orderly transition from NTSC to DTV. Hence, there will be less interference
among stations. and less impact on LPTY usc. In addition the cost of the equipu1ellt to b~ u.sed
tinring the interim DTV transition period will be much more reasonable. Because of the modest
facilities to be used for DTV during the transition, there will be less loading impact on towers.

The above suggestion for the transition to DTV servire requires retention oftbe low VHF
band (channels 1. through 6). In its SiKth PNPRM the FCC propolO8 to recapture the low VHF
spectrum for other uses since it feels the Jow VHF channels are less suitable because ofthe high
level ofatmospheric and man-made noise. This firm disagrees with the FCC's assessment for DTV
use of low VHF channels, based on the informatinn available at this time.

The September 1994 ("Fitdtl T~t Resultl ofthc Grand Alliance HDTV Transmission
Subsystem", September 16, 1994) and October 1995 ("Results of the Terrestrial Broadcast
Transmission Field Tests of the Grand Alliance FIDTV System lIrototype", October 16, 199')
~ortJ on the Ch~rlntte. North Carolina DTV field teats do not conclude that low \I1iF channels are
W14Uitable for DTV use, The VHF obBCTYations made during the Charlotte tests were on channel 6.
nl~ VHF teat wu (:onducted at one-tenth NI'SC power, or an NTSC peak ERP of10k.W. The
DTV power was conducted at one-sjxteentb NTSC power, or an averase ERP of0.63 kW.

The reports indicate the chanDe16 tests at Charlotte experienced unanticipated interference
from : impulse noiset co·channet interferen~ cable system intcrlercncet and DOn-commercial
ed~onal (NeE) FM intlrference. The prevalence of the impulse noise wa." due to 60 Hz sources
(Ae power). The report stated; It is believed the impu1Je noise problem in Charlotte is atmical
(emphasis added) and may not be representative ofotbcr an=u.

The field test reports indicate that satisfactory NTSC VHF reception occurred. at 39.6% of
the locationt. Satisfactory nTV VHF reception 0CC\IJTed at 81.7% of the locations. more than twice
the satiJfactory NTSC locations. In other words, DTV service wu sLlbstantially better than msc,
evcm at the )uw power level UoIcd. The DTV system perronned signifIcandy better than the NTSC
system in the presence of impulse noise. Adding 6dB ofpower (i.e.• DTV ERPof2.S kW)
improved the satistietory reception from 82% to 94% oftbe locations. Tht. f\,1JUI'Ui Indicate that if
the DTV TJower for low VHF is incrcucd 10 dB (i.e., DTV ERP of6.3 kW), II expected for low
VHF DTV operations, then the interfering sources would be substantially less effective in
produ.cing impainnmtl.
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The Charlotte report summarizes that because of me limited sample size and interference
experienced. the low VHF results are inconclusive. The report suggests, and dLR agrees, that more
field testing is desirable. However, the report .~tAte~ that DTV performs sianificantly better than
NTSC at low VHF. It may be that more DTV power than has been initially anticipated at low VHF
for DTV service will resulw lilt:: pJOblem. The report docs not conclude tha1 low VHF is not
suitable for DTV. It is believed that there is insu.fficient evidence for the FCC to conclude lhat the
low VHF channels are unsuitable for DTV servtce.

dLR urges retention ofthe low VHF channels for TV usc. dLR also recommends that
adUitiunal field tC$ting on the low VHF chon.,els b. conducted. Becaui~of the superinr
propagation characteristics of the low VHF channels, and the potential ability to replicate existing
NTSC service with an exceptionaJ 01Vservice, it is beJieved the low VHF dW1I1Cls mmt be:
retained.

IffoT somo reASon, however, an existing low VHF NTSC ~tM;nn i~ already convinced that a
UHF DTV channel is preferable then it can fonnally indicate this position to the FCC, accept its
UHF U'1'V allotmenl, and $t8te its intent to vacal.t: lhc luw VHF channQl. We lICe ~ure thore Are
existin~ UHF NTSC stations in the market wil1ing to accept the risk ofoperating their DTV
facilities on the low VHF charmel.

With this approach for the proposed transition to DTV, high DTV power levels in the UHF
band CaD be 3voidw. L~~ interference wiH be cauac4 and received during the tnnlition. With the
improved interl'erence perfonnance ofDTV, final DTV coverage on the existinK channel win very
lilc.cly be greater than current NTSC coverage. It will enable amore realistic and. consistent
maximum nTV ERP level for in-band assiiJU'DeIlts and future DTV development (such as 10 kW
for low VHf', 30 kW for hijh VHF and 500 JeW for UHF). It will provide more DTV allotment
possibilities and cnlble the retention of vacant non-<:01IU11elCial a1lotmmts. It win have less impact
on low power television (LPTV) facilities, and provide those LPTV stations which are displaced
more opportwuty tor relocation. It wilJ result 10 less rilk ofhUDWl aposwll to radio frequency
cncrl}'. It will enable the FCC to examiDe possibilities for relocating stations in the upper UHF
band to recapture valuable spectrum. Spectrum in the upper UHF band is considered to be much
more valuable to the communication. industry than the low VHF spectnun. It is believed tbis
process will be less costly for implementation ofDTV because only modest (low powered) DTV
facilities will be used for the illlc:rim transition. In addition, the modost OTV transition ~i1itics

win likely have much less impact on tower loading. The current NTSC tranJrnission line and
antenna systems can be employed tor the final DTV operation With only modifications to the
transmitt~ ~)'Qem.
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In summary, dLR suggests an alternative method for transition (0 DTV. It disagrees with
the FCC's assessment that low VHi channels are not suitable for DTV use and recummcmll)
retention of the low VHF channels (2 throu~ 6) for TV use. dLR suggests that all stations return
to their current channel fOT the final Dtv operation, at which time full replication ofexisting NTSC
coverage can be accomplishcxJ. It is proposed that a loanar channel for DTV use rluring the interim
transition period be provided with transmitting facilities [0 replicate the station's msc Grade A
contour.

dLR requests that the Commission consider a further extension of the Reply comment
period in this proceeding not Ie•• than an additional 45 day,. in view of the complexity of these
issues and the intervening holiday season. Also, due to the extraordinary nature of this proceeding.
dLR requests that the Commission lIQ;iKuatc a fonna1 period on which to file comments on Reply
Comments.

Rcspect1i.llly submitted,

Louis R. du Treil
John A. Lundin
Ronald D. Rackley
W. Jeffi?y Rcynnlds
Louis Robert du Treil, Jr.

du Treilt Lundin & Rackley, Inc.
140 N. Washington BlVd., Suite 700
Sarasota, FL 34236

(941) 366-2611
November 19. 1996
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ATTACHMENT 3

Declaration of Brooke Spectorsky
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DECLARATION

I, Brooke Spcctorsky, hereby &clarc; that t111; fcu.:lucU slll.lements concerning WCPX{TV)
contained in the foregoing "Petition for Partial Reconsideration of the Sixth Report and Order"
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Executed on June 13th, 1997.

Brooke SpectorskY
President/General Manager
WCPX(TV)
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I, Lawrence Roberts, hereby certify that I have, this 13th day
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the foregoing Petition for Partial Reconsideration of the Sixth

Report and Order to the following:

Chairman Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 814
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 802
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Rachelle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 844
Washington, DC 20554

Commissioner Susan Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 832
Washington, DC 20554

Lawrence Roberts


